
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

FOR THE DISTRICT OF UTAH, CENTRAL DIVISION

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

Plaintiff,

v.

GARY WILLIAM FOWLER,

Defendant.

ORDER CONTINUING SENTENCING

Case No. 1:04CR-038JTG

Based upon motion of the defendant, the stipulation of the government and good cause

appearing therefor;

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that sentencing presently scheduled for September 26, 2006,

at 11:00 a.m. is stricken and that the matter is reset for sentencing on the 8th day of November

2006, at 10:00 A.M. 

DATED this 22nd day of September 2006.

_______________________________________

J. THOMAS GREENE

U.S. District Court Judge













Rick L. Rose (5140)

Kristine M. Larsen (9228)

RAY QUINNEY & NEBEKER

36 South State Street, Suite 1400

P.O. Box 45385

Salt Lake City, Utah  84145-0385

Telephone:  (801) 532-1500

Attorneys for Defendant Merck & Co., Inc.

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

FOR THE DISTRICT OF UTAH, CENTRAL DIVISION

JOYCE MOWER, Individually, and in his

capacity as the Personal Representative of the

ESTATE OF DORIS RHOADES, and the heirs

at law, 

Plaintiffs,

v.

MERCK & CO., INC.,

Defendant.

Civil No.  1:06cv00092

Judge:  Dale A. Kimball

ORDER GRANTING MOTION TO

STAY PROCEEDINGS

Based upon the memoranda submitted by the parties, and good cause appearing therefore,

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the proceedings in this action are stayed pending

transfer of this action to the MDL-1657 in the Eastern District of Louisiana. 



DATED this 21  day of September, 2006.st

BY THE COURT:

_____________________________ 

Honorable Dale A. Kimball

U.S. District Court Judge





















IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF UTAH

CENTRAL DIVISION

DOUGLAS TYLER WOODS,

Plaintiff,

v.

ADRIAN HILLIN,PHIL BARNERY, and

TODD GARDNER,

Defendants.

ORDER GRANTING MOTION TO

QUASH SUBPOENA

Case No. 2:04cv886

Judge Dee Benson

Magistrate Paul M. Warner

This matter was referred to Magistrate Judge Paul M. Warner by District Judge Dee

Benson pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1)(A).  Before the court is the Rape Recovery Center’s

Motion to Quash Subpoena.  The Rape Recovery Center is a non-party movant in the matter. 

The motion is unopposed, and the date for filing an opposition has passed.  Accordingly, having

been advised in all the premises, and for other good cause shown, the court GRANTS the motion

[docket no. 42].

DATED this 22nd day of September, 2006.

BY THE COURT:

                                                                             

PAUL M. WARNER

United States Magistrate Judge













IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

DISTRICT OF UTAH, CENTRAL DIVISION

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

Plaintiff,

vs.

EUSEBIO AGUILERA-MEZA,

JOSE ANTONIO AGUILERA-MEZA,

SANDRA MEZA DE-CONTRERAS, 

Defendant.

 

:

:

:

:

:

:

:

:

:

:

:

2:05 CR 00887 DAK

ORDER SETTING JURY TRIAL AND

EXCLUDING TIME FROM SPEEDY

TRIAL ACT COMPUTATION

Magistrate Judge Brooke C. Wells

This matter came before the Court on August 29, 2006, for a status and scheduling

conference.  The defendants were present and represented by counsel, L. Clark Donaldson and 

Edwin S. Wall,  The United States was represented by Assistant United States Attorney 

Robert A. Lund.

The Court heard discussion regarding the nature and status of the case, and being now

fully advised, the Court hereby enters the following ORDER:

A jury trial in the instant case will commence on February 5, 2007 at 8:30 a.m.  The trial

is scheduled to last four weeks. Counsel shall file proposed jury instructions and voir dire

questions with the court by February 2, 2007.  An additional status conference is set for

November 14, 2006 at 10:00 a.m.

  



It is further ORDERED pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 3161(h)(1)(F) and (8)(A) and (B)(ii) that

all time between January 20, 2006 and February 5, 2007, shall be excluded from computation of

time under the Speedy Trial Act.

The Court finds that such time is excluded from computation under the terms of the

Speedy Trial Act, and finds further that the ends of justice served by the continuance outweigh

the best interests of the public and the defendants in a speedy trial based on the number of

defendants and the fact that the nature of the prosecution is unusual and complex to a degree that

it would be unreasonable to expect adequate trial preparation within the time limits established

by the Speedy Trial Act.

DATED this    22            day of September, 2006.

________________________________

BROOKE C. WELLS

United States Magistrate Judge

















UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

 

DISTRICT OF UTAH, CENTRAL DIVISION 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

       

 

 

Summum, 

Plaintiff, 

 

 

v. 

 

 

Pleasant Grove City, et al., 

Defendants. 

 

Case No. 02:05-CV-0638-DB 

 

ORDER GRANTING DEFENDANTS’ 

PROTECTIVE MOTION FOR 

EXTENSION OF TIME TO ANSWER 

OR RESPOND TO COMPLAINT 

PENDING RESOLUTION OF 

DEFENDANTS’ APPLICATIONS 

RELATED TO THE STIPULATION OF 

DISMISSAL 

 

Chief Judge Dee Benson 

Magistrate Judge Nuffer 

 

 

 

 

 Before this court is defendants’ motion
1
 for an order granting them an extension of time 

of twenty days from the entry of the last order resolving the last of the following three 

applications that defendants have filed and that relate to the stipulation of counsel to dismiss all 

personal capacity claims:
2
  (1) defendants’ motion for reconsideration and stay of court order 

denying motions to dismiss;
3
 (2) defendants’ motion to enforce the stipulation of dismissal;

4
 and 

(3) defendants’ objection and appeal of the magistrate judge’s June 27, 2006, order.
5

                                                 
1
 Docket no. 93, filed July 24, 2006. 

2 Defendants first raised the stipulation in their motion for a scheduling conference (docket no. 

56), but the magistrate judge’s order (docket no. 74) on that motion did not address the 

stipulation, because it has a dispositive effect.  See Defendants’ Protective Motion for Extension 

of Time (docket no. 93) at 5.  Defendants then filed their motion to enforce the stipulation of 

dismissal. 
3
 Docket no. 77, filed on July 7, 2006. 

4
 Docket no. 79, filed on July 7, 2006.   

5
 Docket no. 83, filed on July 11, 2006. 

 



ORDER 

 IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that defendants’ motion for extension of time
6
 is 

GRANTED.  Any answer or response to the complaints served on defendants shall be due 

twenty-days after the entry of the last order resolving the last of the following three applications:  

(1) defendants’ motion for reconsideration and stay of court order denying motions to dismiss,
7
 

(2) defendants’ motion to enforce stipulation of dismissal,
8
 and (3) defendants’ objection and 

appeal of magistrate judge’s June 27, 2006, order.
9

Dated:  September 22, 2006 

   BY THE COURT: 

 

_____________________________ 

David Nuffer 

U.S. Magistrate Judge 

                                                 
6
 Docket no. 93, filed July 24, 2006. 

7
 Docket no. 77, filed on July 7, 2006. 

8
 Docket no. 79, filed on July 7, 2006. 

9
 Docket no. 83, filed on July 11, 2006. 
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______________________________________________________________________________

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

DISTRICT OF UTAH, CENTRAL DIVISION

______________________________________________________________________________

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, : ORDER TO EXTEND TIME   

TO SURRENDER

Plaintiff, :

vs. :

JOE HOLM , : Case No. 2:06 CR 156 JTG

Defendant. :

______________________________________________________________________________

BASED UPON the Motion to Extend Time to Surrender filed by Defendant, Joe Holm,

and good cause appearing, the Court hereby extends Defendant’s surrender date from 

September 26, 2006 to November 14, 2006.

Dated this 22nd day of September, 2006. 

_______________________________________

J. Thomas Greene

United States District Court Judge



_____________________________________________________________________

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

DISTRICT OF UTAH, CENTRAL DIVISION
_____________________________________________________________________

 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

:
Plaintiff,

:
vs.

:
JOHN ANTHONY GINES,

:
Defendant. 

Case No. 2:06CR167 TS

ORDER GRANTING LEAVE OF
COURT TO FILE A DISMISSAL OF
THE INDICTMENT

 

_____________________________________________________________________

Based upon the motion of the United States of America and for good cause, the

Court hereby grants the Government leave under Rule 48(a) of the Federal Rules of

Criminal Procedure to dismiss the Indictment against defendant JOHN ANTHONY

GINES.

DATED this 21st day of September, 2006.

BY THE COURT:

___________________________________
Ted Stewart
United States District Judge









FILED

CLERK, U.S. DISTRICT COURT
September 22, 2006 (2:57pm)

DISTRICT OF UTAH

STEVEN B. KILLPACK, Federal Defender (#1808)

VANESSA M. RAMOS, Assistant Federal Defender (#7963)

Utah Federal Defender Office

American Towers Plaza

46 West Broadway, Suite 110

Salt Lake City, Utah   84101

Telephone: (801) 524-4010

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

DISTRICT OF UTAH,  CENTRAL DIVISION

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,   ) ORDER   

  ) MODIFYING CONDITIONS

Plaintiff,   ) OF RELEASE

  )

v.   ) Case No.  2:06 CR 441 PGC      

  )

STEVEN NAISBITT,   )

  ) Magistrate Judge Brooke Wells

Defendant.   )

BASED upon the motion of the defendant, Steven Naisbitt, stipulation of the Government

and Pre-Trial Services, and good cause having been shown,

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the conditions of his release be modified to allow him to

travel to the state of Washington for two weeks, and that Pre-Trial Services has the discretion to

determine specific dates upon which to leave and return.

SIGNED BY MY HAND this __22______ day of September, 2006.

__________________________________________

BROOKE WELLS

United States Magistrate Judge
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

DISTRICT OF UTAH - CENTRAL DIVISION

________________________________________

PAUL FURSE,

Plaintiffs, ORDER OF DISMISSAL

vs.

FREEMONT INVESTMENT & LOAN, Civil No. 2:06-cv-237 DAK

Defendant.

________________________________________

On August 3, 2006, this Court issued an order requiring counsel for plaintiffs to

show cause why the above-entitled case should not be dismissed for lack of prosecution.  No

response to that order has been received.

Wherefore, good cause appearing, the Court hereby ORDERS this case

DISMISSED for failure to prosecute.

Dated this 21st day of September, 2006.

                                                     

Dale A. Kimball

United States District Judge











































IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF UTAH

CENTRAL DIVISION

SOUTH VALLEY DERMALASE, INC.,

MARYLYNN BUONOCORE,

MERILYN HARRIS,

Plaintiffs,

v.

CUTERA, INC., STANDARD CAPITAL

CORP., PHYSICIAN SALES AND

SERVICE, INC., U.S. BANCORP,

Defendants.

ORDER

Case No. 2:06cv569

Judge Ted Stewart

Magistrate Paul M. Warner

This matter was referred to Magistrate Judge Paul M. Warner by District Judge Ted

Stewart pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1)(A).  Before the court is Plaintiffs’ Ex Parte Motion to

Withdraw as Attorney.  The court, having considered the moving papers, and finding good cause

therefore, hereby GRANTS the request of James E. Ellsworth, Jason W. Beutler, Terry L. Fund,

and Kirton & McConkie to withdraw as counsel for Plaintiffs.

DATED this 22nd day of September, 2006.

BY THE COURT:

                                                                             

PAUL M. WARNER

United States Magistrate Judge
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